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be , j § 1. 

“SO plain a proof of forgery’ have we here, in 
this flight circumftance. Not addreffed exter- 
nally to Bothwell, not addreffed internally to 
him, the letters were yet known by Murray to be 
intended for him. And thé fame kind of intu- 


“itive knowledge is obfervable in another circum- 


ftance, in the pares’ of the letters. 

“Not one of the letters has a date of the year 
upon it. Not one of them has a date of the 
month. Only one has the date of the day and 
place. This is the fecond. It carries thefe words 
at.the bottom of it: ‘* From Glafgow this Setter- 
«day inthe morning.”* This is all the internal 
evidence that we have, concerning the times and 
the places, at which thefe remarkable letters pre- 
tended to be written. And the very omiffion of 
thefe natural and continual adjunéts of a letter, 


_ throws a ftrong colouring of fufpectability over 


the wKole. But, though | we know no more then 
this, Murray knew a great deal more. He could 
tell exactly, when each of the letters was com- 
pofed by Mary. He could point out with a 
ready finger, “where each of them was difpatched 
to Bothwell. “How fhall we account for this 
high degree of knowledge? It is certainly won- 
derful. It has even fomething fupernatural in 
its appearance, But was he poffeffed of any por- 
tion of that fecond-fight, which is fo peculiar 


‘to the Highlands of Scotland? Had he the hap- 


* See it in vol, 2d, 


pinels 
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inefs to fee THE SUN OF DRUIDISM, fhining out 
in a bright gleam of vifion from the tops_of the 
northern mountains, when it had been long fer 
to the reft of the iland? Or, in that more po- 
pular mythology, to which Murray and his bro- 
thers of prefbyterianifm muft have been pecu- 


liarly attached, has, he gone on fo far in profli-_ 


gacy, as to be admitted into a compact of blood 
with the fpifits of the,deep; to have fome of them 


attending conftantly upon him for his allotted. 


hour, and to receive intelligence of the greateft 
fecrets from them? He may have gone on in fla- 
gitioufnefs long enough, I fear, to be qualified 
for admiffion into fuch a compact. But he had 
no fervice for his familiars now. He may have 
been bleffed with that only bleffing of the poor 
Highlanders at prefent, the gift of fecond-fight. 
But he made no ufe of it concerning the letters, 
His knowledge with regard to ‘hem, was a na- 
tural, 
When firft the artificer of forgery Bcd to. 
exercife his pen in the invention of the letters, 
he would as certainly pate them, as direét and 
fubferibe them. He had even a*journal drawn 
up for the very purpofe of dating them, This 


was to fix the time, and to afcertain the place, for — 


each of the letters refpectively. And the artift 


' appears to have actually annexed the requifite _ 
notes of both, from it. This journal was pre- _— 


fented by Murray to the commiffioners at Weft- 
minfter, when he prefented the letters. It was 


~ the feale, by which thefe were graduated. Yet 4 


4 


ag mention is made of it as delivered in by the 
Bb 3 rebels, 
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rebels, either by’ shanties or by the commif. 
fioners. “It was plainly prefented, however, It 
was found among the other papers in the Cotton 
library, and had been marked by. the hand of 
Cecil himfelf.* 

‘In this ufeful key, of > to the letters, 
which has been fince enlarged to refer back to 


_ thofe letters that it was originally created to form, 


Murray tells us; that the fir? was. written from 
Glafgow, as well as the fecond ; that the third and 
fourth were equally written Ged thence, with 
both; and that they were all written on the 24th, 
asth, or 26th of. January 1567. This.is cer- 
tainly very extraordinary intelligence, But let 
us fee the journal itfelf. It fpeaks thus. January 
“21, 1566,” 1566-7" * The Quene tuik hir 
ee journay towards. Glafcow, and was accompa- 
« pyit with the Erlis of Huntly and Bothwell to 
© the.Kalendar, my Lord Leviftoun’s place, 23. 
«« Thie Quene came to Glafcow, and on the.rode 
«met hir Thomas Crauford from the Erle of 
*¢ Lennux, and. Sir James Hamilton, with the 
‘ reft. mentionit IN °HIR LETTER.—24.. The 
uene remaynit at Glafcow, lyek as fhe did 


"  s¢ the ath and the 26th, and hayd the confer- 
- ence with the King WHEREOF SHE WRYTTIS ; 


“ and an THIS TYME wrayt hir ByLLE,”” the firft 
letter, “‘ and uTHER LeTTeRIs to Bothwell.”+ 


. Here we have every circumftance concerning 


te 


the four firft- letters, detailed to us with the 
greateft exactnefs. The very writer of the letters 


# Appendix, No. x. }- Ibid. bids” 
could 
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could not have known the hiftory of them, more com~ a 
pletely. But the apparent infallibility of our guide 
does not defert him here. He can tell us with 
an equal minutenefs of affurance, concerning the 
four other letters. He is even more particular, 
He now tells us the very day of thé week. 
« April 21. viz. Mounday,” he fays, * the Quene 
“ raid to STIRLING, as it wes devyfit, and From 
“ THENCE WREYT THE LETTERIs concerning the 
“ purpofe devyfit of hir ravifhing ; quhair Huntly 
“ cam tohir, and began to repentt him.—April 
«© 93. She came to Linlythquow—.”* This is 
alfo very particular. And indeed the whole re- 
fle&ts fuch an extraordinary luftre upon the letters, 
that a reader is aftonifhed at the firft view with 
the broad glare of light around him; and cannot 
immediately recollect* his fcattered fenfes, to 
confider the artificial nature of it. 

Murray was concerned in the fabrication of 
the letters. He might well therefore know fo 
precifely as he does, all the eircumftances relat- 
ingto them. But the dates he knew to be upon” 
the very Jetters themfelves. The journal plainly 
refers to thofe dates by its manner. It does not 
fay, that Mary wrote the four fi7f letters from 
Glafgow; as we are obliged to fay for the fake 
of diftinétion. We fix the number, from a view 
of their contents. But the journal refers-only to 
their dates. It therefore fays, that ‘* in this 
«* tyme [fhe] wrayt hir bylle,” meaning her firkt - 
letter, and alluding to her own appellation of it 


* Appendix, No, x. 
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in the very letter itfelf,  « and [hit] uther letteris 

« to Bothwell,”\not recounting them, but remit- 

ting the reader to their dates. And the letters 

ftill preferved thofe dates, to the conference at 
York. This is plainly true concerning one of 
them, and muft therefore be true concefning ail. 
The firft letter'is peculiarly noticed by the com- 
miffioners there, as indeed it deferved to be. 
This has zow not a fingle trace of a date upon it. 
Nor had it any at Weftminfter, as is clear from 

a flight intinvation concerning it from the com- 
miffioners there. ‘* Thomas Crawford,” they 
notice, ‘ was, as they,” the rebels, * faid, the 

*¢ fame party of whom mention is made in along 

“ Jettre—,’ where it is faid, about the beginning 
“of the fame lettre, that a gentleman of the 

«© Earl of Lenox met the party that wrote the let- 

“< tre,” the Queen being fo mentioned, becaufe 
there was no fubfcription to it, ‘ about four 

«« miles from the place where the lettre was wryt- 

* ten,” the place being fo denoted, becaufe there 

was no local date to the letter, ‘* as in the copiew,: 

«© of the fame lettre may appere.”* Yet the 

. . journal above afferts it exprefsly to be written 
» from Giascow. And from Giascow the com- 
miffioners at York equally affert it to be written. 
** Imprimis,” they fay in their extracts from it, 
*¢ after lang difcourfe of hir conference with the 
‘«¢ king hir hufband in Grascow, fche wreitis to 
*¢ the faid Erle in thir [thefe] termes,” &c. But 
in what they call. “ a’brief note of the chief and 


* Goodall, ii. 246, + No, vii, 
ee principall 
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 principall poincts of the Quene of Scottes lettres — 
<< written to Bothaill—, as farre. forthe as we 
«< coulde BY THE READINGE gather,”* they fay 
thus: ‘ She toke her journey from Edenburghe 
«to Giasco, to vifit,” &c. Then “ the wrote 
« to Bothaill from Grasco, how fhe flattered,” 
&c.¢ They then form a large abftract of, and 
make large extiacts from, the very jr letter. 
And they plainly appear from the eafy manner 
in which they mention the place, as well as from 
their. own affertion concerning the reading, to 
have collected the date from the letter irfelf, 

In this ftate then, the letters remained to the 
conference at York, aLL DATED, half from Glaf- 
gow, half from Stirling, the former on the 24— 
26th of January 1567, and the latter on the a1ft— 
22d of April following. But they were all, except 
one, ftript of this garniture before the conference 
at Weftminfter. This is clear from a cotempo- 
rary memorial, which was written without any 
infpection of the letters, but was founded on 
good intelligence concerning them, and was even 
prefented to Elizabeth herfelf on the 17th of De- 
cember #568. ‘ They are not,” fays the au- 
thor, ‘* fubfcrivit be the alledgit writer thairof, 
“ nor feilit nor fignetit, and [except one] con- 
“¢ TAIN NA DAIT OF ZEIR, MONETH, OR DAY, nor 
* zit direct t0.'na man.”t This is alfo plain 

‘ ‘from 


%* Appendix, No. vi. *  ¢ Ibid. ibid. 
$ Appendix, No. xii. This remarkable memorial appears 
again in an abitract, which Cecil made of it at the time, and 
the title of which is, 4 extracted out of a ae given 
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from the cotemporary memoirs of Crawford, 
which notice the rebels to have produced at Weft- 
“minfter, “ fome articles merely conje€tural, de- 
“‘ crees made in a tumultuous affembly of the 
“eftates, and fome love-letters—without men-- 
*€ tioning TIME or PLAcE.”* It is equally. plain 


from the annals of the cotemporary Camden, in * 


which he tells us, that “ the letters—wanted 
** NAMES, SUBSCRIPTIONS, and paTEs”’ to them.+ 
They thus« became at laft the moft. monftrous 
letters, that ever the credulity or the knavery of 
man obtruded upon the world for evidence. And 
thus the letters, in the months of October and 
November, 1568, underwent another important 
alteration; and appeared in a FOURTH EDITION, 
correéted and abbreyiated, on the 8th of Decem- 
ber following. | 
When the rebels originally formed their letters 
and their journal, they had a good deal..of paft 
time to re-trace on their memories. By their - 
own account, the letters were not in their hands 


to the Queen’s majefty, by the bifhop of Rofs, 18 De- 
**cember, 1568.” That part of the ‘abftract, which re- 
lates to this often-cited paflage, runs exactly in thefe terms: 
“Her hand, nor feal, nor date is to the letters, nor no di- 
“rection is to any” (Burleigh’s Papers, 581, Guthry’s 
H. of E. iii. 318), The Bithop alfo has repeated all again, 
in his Defence of Queen Marie’s Honour. “There is neither 
* fubfcription of the writer,” he fays, “not fuperfcription 
* unto whom they were dire@ted: they are neither fealéd 
“nor figned; there appeareth neither date, wherein they 
“ were dated, neither day nor moneth” (P. 1819, An- 
derfon 1). 
* P. 114. + Tranf. 117, Orig. 145+ 


before 
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. before the 20th of June, and in reality were not 
before the 4th of December, 1567. Yet thefe 
go-back’in their dates, as we. have already feen, 
to the April and the January preceding. The 
journal even goes back to the very June before 
_all. * -Nor was any part of it kept at the time. 
This is apparent from the early mention of the let- 
ters in it. It isalfo apparent from two ftrokes in the 
language of it. The fon of Mary was not crowned 
King, andthe Earl of Murray was*not made 
Regent, as it witnefles itfelf, before July 29, 
and: Aug. 22, 1567.-+ Yet folong as April 
the gth and March the roth before, and even fo 
long as the 19th of June in the year preceding, 
from the mere force of habit, and by an unper- 
ceived anticipation of the language ‘then current 
at the writing, the one is denominated King and 


the other Regent. The very firft article of - 


the whole informs us, that ‘June 19. Kine 
«¢ JAMES THE stxt was born.” ‘Two other ar- 
ticles tell us, that “* March 10.—at this tyme 
“ my Lord Recent purchaift leif to depart ;” £ 
and ** April 9. my Lord Recent departit furth 
‘© of Scotland.” § So plainly was the journal drawn 
up from end to end, by a recollection of dates and 
faéts. So’ plainly alfo were the letters, that are 
mentioned in and were dated by it, not written till 


James was crowned and Murray became regent.5_ 
till the one had been king, and the other regent, — 


for fome time ; and till the conftructor of the 
journal], and the datér of the letters, was imper- 


* Appendix, No, x, ¢ Ibid. ibid. 
+ Ibid. ibid. § Ibid, ibid. 
ceptibly 


4 


380 VINDICATION OF 


ceptibly led by the eftablifhed habits of conver- . 


fation, to call them king and regent fome 
months before they were. And fo clearly is the 
origin, which I have affigned to the letters from. 
a long train of hiftorical evidences before, here 
fhewn at once by three accidental dafhes, in the. 
very language of the rebel journal. The jour- 


-nal and the letters were both drawn up together, 


in the end of November and beginning of De- 
cember, 67, and three or four months after 
James was crowned and Murray was made re- 
gent. ' Y 

The journal was naturally, at firft, a mere 
outline of facts and dates.” But itwas afterwards 
filled up, with large references: to the letters. 
This however was-not done,  ¢é// the conferences 
in England. The language of the journal again 


- proves the point, and in two additional ftrokes 


of its narration. On the 12th of February, 
1567, it fays, ‘* Harry Killigrew arryvit from 
« the Quene’s Majeftie.” On the 15th of May, 
1568, it adds, ‘ Maifter Middlemoir, fent 
* from the Quene’s Majeftie,.caufit my lord from 
«thencefurth abfteyn from armour and vio- 
“©lence.” Here Elizabeth, we fee, is fpoken 
of fimply as‘ the Quene’s Majeftie,” without 
any addition to reftrict the title to England, and 


_without any fpecification to diftinguith her from 


the Queen of Scotland: And, as this eafy and 
familiar mode of expreffion could never have 
been ufed in Scotland; fo does the purely Englifh 
quality of it, prove the journal to have been 
finally interpolated and extended in England, The 

rebels 
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sail formed it at firft for their private ufe, in 
fabricating the lettérs, and in modelling their 
other forgeries. It was to be their grand time- 
keeper, in realizing all the Yreaks “of forgery, 
which they actually carried into execution, and 
all that they. had probably pictured upon their 
imagination befides, 
[All the ten thoufand freaks that died in thinking.] 


And they enlarged it at the beginning, they ex- 
tended it at the end, and they interpolated it in the 
middle; for the exhibition of it to the commif- 
fioners at Weftminfter, for the fortifying of the let- 
ters by it, and for the profecution of the abufive 
work in the letters againft Mary. 

But, from this late formation of it at firft, 
the rebels might well become, as ‘they clearly 
did, apprehenfive that the dates in it were errone- 
ous, after the conference at York. A violent 
clafh with chronology, would expofe them to the 
moft imminent danger of detection. On their 
publick production of the letters at Weftminfter, 
the memories of many would be ranfacked, 
notes would be confulted, and records might be 
appealed to, »to fee whether the dates would not 
lead to a detection. They could no longer ter- 
rify, as they had done in Scotland. Their con- 
fidence in Elizabeth indeed was great. But 
anachronifms would be too vulnerable a part, , 
to be left in any ftate of expofure. Yet what 
could they do? They could not rectify the 
dates with a certain hand, probably. They 
only fufpected them to be falfe. But, at their 
diftance from Scotland, they could not determine 

abfolutely, 
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abfolutely, what were falfe or what were true, — 
They had only one refource, therefore. This 
they made ufe of. THry TORE OFF ALL THE 
DATES AT ONCE,’ except one. With /his they 
left no note of the year or of the month. And 
in that new ftate they prefented them, to the 
commiffioners at Weftmintter. 

But why did they leave a date to the fecond 
letter, when they took it away from the reft? 
For this reafon, I believe. The original date 
of the fecond was accidentally what it now is, 
vague and loofe ; without any note of the month 


mer.year, without any intimation of the day of 


the month, and with only a mention of the day 


’ of the week, the time of the day, and the name 


of the place. Such a date was fo indeterminate, 
that no mifchief would be apprehended from it. 
It was therefore left. The harmlefs generality 
of it gained it a continuance, when the_ parti- 
cularity. of the others made them too dangerous 
to be kept. 

But fuch is the ever-hazardous nature of guilt, 
that the rebels betrayed their forgery in every 
ftep which they took to hide it. They put dates 
to their letters at firft, in order to authenticate 
them. They were obliged to fnatch them haflily © 
away afterwards, in order to prevent a detection. 
They thus made a detection, by the very varia- 


* tion which they occafioned in the form of the 


letters. And, what fhews the great difficulty 
of giving a firm coniiftency to falfehood, they 
could after all mention exaétly the times and 
‘the places, at which each of the letters had 

been 
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been written; and fo detected themfelves again, 
by the impoffibility of coming to the knowledge 
of fuch circumftances, in an honeft manner, * 

* 


Re 


® ° I5i. 


1 HAVE now gone through a variety of 
alterations, which were made from time to time 
in the form and fubftance of the evidences 
againft Mary. But I can add one more to thé 
lift, which is even more apparent than they, and 
perhaps more important too. And it isthis. 
‘Thofe evidences were not merely varying in their 
fubftance or form. They were alfo changing in 


* The reader, who is acquainted with the controverfy 
already carried on upon the fubject of thefe letters, will 
readily fee, that Ihave carefully refrained from the grand 
point, which has been canvatied fo much by Mr. Goodall, i. 
118—-1r24, Mr. Hume, v. 148—149, and Dr. Robertfon, 
Diff. 35—40, concerning the date of the fecond letter being 
in direct contradi4tion to dates authenticated by records, [ 
mutt be candid enough to acknowledge, that I once intended to 
enter fully into it, though it was not effential to my argament ; 
that I coincided entirely with Mr. Goodall againft Mr. 
Hume; and that I hoped, with the ufeful fanguinenefs of a 
meditating author, to have confirmed the argument of the 
former for ever. I had not then read Dr. Robertfon’s Differ- 
tation. But, on reading it, I was furprifed, Iwas ftaggered, 
I was converted, It feems very ftrange indeed, that records 
figned every day, or every other day, fucceflively for weeks 
together, fhould yet carry anticipated dates upon them ; and 
that.even the place fhould be anticipated as well as the day. 
Yet fo it is. Dr. Robertfon has fhewn itto be fo. And I 


think myfelf compelled by the laws of honowr, to pay this . 


acknowledgment of juitige, not filently but openly, in fae 
vour of a differtation, which I am obliged in almof every 
other refpect to reprobate, J 
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their very NumBer, This is indeed an amazing 
circumftance. Yet it is a very clear one. 

The writings are reported by the rebels them- 
felves, to have béen all found together, at one 
time, and in one place. Thus, in the journal 
which we have noticed fo. particularly before, it 
is faid: 1567. ‘ June 20. Dalgleifhe, chalmer- 
« child [chamberlain] to my Lord Bothwell, wes 
*s takin, and the box and letteris which he 
** brought out of the caftell.”* And in Murray’s 
and Morton’s receipts, the 16th of September, 
1568, and the 22d of January, 1571, it is faid 
that this “box, and haill pecis within the 
« famyn, were takin and fund with umquhile 
*€ George Dalgleifche, fervand to the faid Erll 
« Bothvile, upon the xx. day of Junii, the zeir - 
« of God 1567 zeirs.” - This was Pandora’s 
box to Mary, pregnant with all the evils of life 
to her. But then the very nature of fuch a dif- 
covery, precludes all poffibility of addition to 
the evidence. It muft have been in its fulleft 
magnitude, at the very moment of the difcovery. 
And it could not have been one atom larger, at 
the final production of the whole in Weftmintter. 

Yet it did enlarge. The terrers were all, 
that the rebels pretended to have at firft againft 
her. The act of council mentions only “ HIR 
“ PREVIE LETTRES,” as the argument for the 
charge of murder againft her. The act of par- 
liament equally notices only ‘“‘ HIR PREVIE LET- 
“ Eris,” asthe groundwork for the fentence of 
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murder againft her. Nothing elfe but the letters 
was produced, before either the parliament or 
the council, And Mary’s nobles exprefsly affert 
what was prefented to the former, to have been 


‘merely the “ alledgit pRiviz wRriTINGIS.”* So 


alfo, when Murray on the 22d of June 1568 de- 
livered fome notices to an agent of Elizabeth’s, 
in order to be reported to Elizabeth herfelf; he 
faid thus: ‘* We have already fent unto our fer 
<‘ vand Mr. Jhone Wode, that quhilk we traift 
«¢ fall fufficientlie refolve hir Majeftie of any thing, 
«‘fcho ftandis doubtful unto.” But what was 
this?. He tells us himfelf. It was * fic reT- 


-« rerts as we haif of the Quene, our foverane 


«¢ lordis mother, that fufficientlie, in our opinioun, 
‘ preivis hir confenting to the murthure of the 
« king hir lauchful hufband.”+ He has yet no« 
thing more than the letters, to produce againft 
her. And accordingly the journal itfelf fpeaks ~ 
only of « the box and LeTTERs,” as taken on the 
goth of June 1567. So far therefore, as late as 
the end of the journal, which is May 15, 15685 
and even ftill later, below the 22d of June fol- 
lowing ; the whole evidence againft Mary, by 
the confeffion of the rebels themfelves, was com- 
prifed fingly in the letters, For ONE WHOLE 
year they pretended not to find any thing in the 
box, except letters. Yet, with an aftonifhing 
hardinefs of front, they afterwards altered their . 


* Goodall, ii. 361, + Appendix, No, iii. 
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tone. They pretended to find frefh evidences 
there. Thefe had Jain all the time unperceived. 
The approaching conference in England made 
them fearch the box again. And they now drew 
forth fome valuable additions to their former 
papers. 

They thus found for the firft time thofe son- 
nETs, which my preface has announced fo long 
ago, and which my reader, I fuppofe, has been 
fo frequently expecting to appear fince, Thefe 
now appeared at laft. The 16th of September 
1568 is the day of their exhibition to us, nearly 
FIFTEEN MONTHS after the firft difcovery of the 
box. Then the rebels could remember thofe cir- 
cumftances relative to the difcovery of the box, 
which they had forgotten before the privy coun- 
cil and parliament the December preceding. 

« They could even remember ftiJl more of them 
above three years afterward, and when the Eng- 
lifh edition of the Detection was publifhed in . 
November 1771. Thus the fun of memory 
fhone brighteft, as it was declining mof from its 
meridian, In the fame manner the fonnets were 
difcovered, fifteen months after the difcovery of 
the box. They are then mentioned, as a part 
of its original contents. ‘They are then delivered 
up by the Earl of Morton, who was the pretended 
feizer of the box, to the Earl of Murray, who 
was preparing for the conference at York. And 
they are thus mentioned in the receipt, which the 
latter with a folemn hypocrify gave to the former, 
in acknowledgment of this important depofit. 
He had received, he fays, “ane filver box ower- 

« gilt 
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«gilt [overgile] with gold, with all miffive let- 


“ teris, ——SONETTIS Of LUIF-BALLETTIS, — cop- 
“‘tenit thairin.”* The fonnets were accords 
ingly produced at York. They are thus men- 
tioned by the commiffioners there. Murray, they 
fay, produced fome letters with ‘* diverfe fond 
* «© Baxtapes of hir,” Mary’s, * own hand, which 
“« letters, BALLADES,— weare Clofedsin a little 
“ coffer of filver and gilte, heretofore geaven by 
“her to Bothwell.”+ They were re-produced 
afterwards with the letters at Weftminfter, and 
placed in order before them, though they have 
been generally printed after them fince. ‘* The 
“ tenors of all which writings,” fays the journal 
of the commiffioners concerning them and the 
letters, ‘* hereafter follow in order, THE FIRST 
“ BEING IN MANNER OF ASONNET.”’{ And they 
’ were finally produced with the letters before thé 
privy council, a few days afterwards; being no- 
ticed in the journal of the council, as ‘ letters 
«¢ fuppofed to be written by the Quene of Scots 
“¢ own hand to the Erle Bothwel4, and therwith 
“ glfo ONE LONG SONNET.”§ 

This was certainly a grand addition to the ori- 
ginal ftock of evidence. Fabricated in the month 


of September 1568, the fonnets were plainly cal- . 


culated to co-operate with the letters, in impref- 
fing more and more ftrongly upon the minds of 
the Englifh commiffioners, the idea of Mary’s 


violenggof affection for Bothwell. The rebels |. 
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_ accordingly produced them at Weftminfter, ex- 
_prefsly with the view of fhewing, in concert with 
the letters, « her 1voRDINATE LOVE towards the 
« faid Erle Bothwell.”* And this end of their 
creation they appear ,to have anfwered completely. 
The commiffioners at York particularly, who not _ 
only relate the facts, but alfo exprefs their feel- 
ings uporthem, appear to have been ftruck with 
the grofs affection, fo openly difplayed upon the 
letters and ballads, This they exprefs in ftrong 
terms. And ‘the faid letters and ballades,” 
they obferve, “do difcover fuch inordinate love 
«‘ between her and Bothwell, her lothfomenefs 
*¢ [loathing] and abhorringe of her hufband that 
*¢ was murdered, in fuch forte, as everie good and 
*€ godlie man can not but deteft and abhorre the 
“*.fame.”’+ 
“Nor were the fonnets a// the additions, that 
were then made to the original evidence. Men, 
who have it in their’ power to recur to forgeries 
for affiftance at every turn, will be fure to recur 
to them in any'preffing moment of diftrefs. They 
have an ample fund of refources in themfelves. 
They have a treafure that can never be exhaufted. 
And they will be apt to draw upon it with the 
greateft freedom... Accordingly, at the fame dif- 
tance of fifteen months from the firft feizure of 
the box and letters, and at the fame period of 
time with the firft difcoyery of the fonnets, the 
rebels found fome other papers, lying equally un- 
noticed at the bottom of this little coffer. Thefe 
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make their firft appearance with the fonnéts, on 
the 16th of September 1568. They thus came 
equally opportune with them for the conference 
at York, which began the 4th of October fol- 
lowing. Murray appears arming himfelf for the 
battle there. And, among other his habiliments 
of war, we find him furnifhed with the letters, 
with the fonnets, and with fome MARRIAGE- 
contracts. ‘Thefe were matrimonial agree- 
ments betwixt Mary and Bothwell. One of them 
is very fhort. But, like the letters, it pretends 
to be written wholly with her own hand. And, 
as the letters too did once, it pretends to be alfo 
fubfecribed by her. In it, Mary promifes to take 
Bothwell for her hufband. The other is long, 
It is a reciprocal engagement. It is therefore 
figned by both, ‘ and before thir [thefe] wit-' 
“ neffes, George Erle of Huntly, and Maifter 
«Thomas Hepburne, perfoun of Aulhamftock, 
«¢ &c.”** And the rebels averred afterwards, that 
Huntly was the writer of the contract, as well 
as a witnefs to it.¢ Both thefe now made their 
appearance FOR THE FIRST TIME. Never no- 
ticed in the aét of council, never noticed in the 
act of parliament, they are equally unnoticed by ” 
Murray, in his addrefs to Elizabeth through her 
agent. They are firft mentioned in Murray’s 
receipt for the box and its contents, when he was 
preparing to fet off for York. He then acknow- 
ledges to have ‘¢ all miffive letteris, conTRACTIS 
“OR OBLIGATIOUNIS FOR MARIAGE, fonettis 


* Appendix, No, xiv. + Goodall, ii. 92. 
ecg Orie 


490 VINDICATION OR 

« or luif-ballectis,—contenit thairin’’*  Thefe 
contracts were fhewed to the commiffioners at 
York, accordingly. They notice both. “* There 
® was a contract fhewed unto us,” they fay, 
 figned with the Quene’s hand, and alfo with 
 Bothwell’s, bearing date the 5th of Aprill, writ- 
© ten, as ¥ faid, with the Earl of Huntley’s 
« own hand, who, with one Thomas Hebourne, 
® weare the only witneffes to the fame: which 
contract beareth date before Bothwell’s purga- 
s tion of the murder.” ‘* There was alfo,” they 


_ add, «* a contra& fhewed unto us, of the Quene’s 


own hand, of the marriage to be had between 
se her and Bothwell, bearing no date.”+ They 
were equally produced again at Weftminfter. 
There the commiffioners fay, that they received 
from the rebels “ certain lettres and fonnets,— 
sand other wrytings alfo.”{ Two of thefe 
¢ other writings’* we know to have been the 
contracts; becauife, among the papers laid efter- 
wards before the privy council, was ‘ a promife 
“of marriage in the name of the faid Quene with 
* the Erle Bothwell,” and alfo « the original 


_ writing, fuppofed to be written by the Erle of 


* Huntley, being a contraé of matriage betwixt 
“the Quene andthe Erle Bothwell, dated at 
* Seaton the sth of Aprill, and fubfcribed by the 
** Quene and the Erle Bothwell.”§ And we 
equally know both to have been prefented, from 
Murray’s own account of his condu@ on that 
occafion. “© We producit,” he fays,— letteris, 


* ‘Appendix, No. iv. } Ibid. No. v, 
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© mm written be the Quenis awin hand, and fent * 


* to—-james fumtime Erle of Bothville; Item, 
“¢ a little contract or obligatioun, written be the 
«‘ faid Quenis awin hand, promifing to marry the 
«¢ faid Bothville; Item, an uther contrat, writ- 
“ten by the Erle of Huntlie’s hand, of the date 
«‘ the v. of Aprill 1567.”* 

Thus were the contracts framed, together with 
the fonnets, and long after the letters. They 
were “twinned at one birth” with the former, 
They were born for one purpofe with both. They 
were to co-operate with both, in carrying on the 
intimacies of adultery to the higheft pitch. They 
were to ripen them into formal engagements of 
marriage. And they were thus to hold out the 
furmifed murder to us, as at once the effect of 
the adultery, and the caufe of the contracts. But 
they were both founded on a real engagement. 
This was well known. It was avery publick 
one. It was fubfcribed by Mary and Bothwell, 
in the prefence of many of her nobles. It was 
then regifterea in the books of council and of 
feffion. And the original is ftill preferved in the 
royal archives of Scotland. This is dated the 
14th of May 1567.¢ Then Mary had been feized 
by Bothwell, carried to his aftle of Dunbar, and 
even RAVISHED by him thi In this fituation, 
the might well enter into a matrimonial engage- 


ae 
‘ 


ment with him. Marriage then feemed the only _ 


refuge for her honour, Yet, for that very rea/on, 
the rebels formed two others, the principal and 
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’ the dated one of an earlier period; and made 
George Earl of Huntly, who was one of the wit- 
neffes to the former, a witnefs to, and the very 
writer of, the prefent. But the counterfeit could 
only have paffed upon the world, while the 
genuine was unknown. The moment this was 
fetched out of its repofitory in the archives by 
Mr. Goodall, that was deteé&ted. The borrowed 
luftre of the moon funk away, before the rifing 
fun.* 

As to the fmaller and un-dated contraét, this 
is ftill more ‘plainly a forgery of the rebels. It 
is exprefsly averred above by the commiffioners 
at York,"to have been ‘ of the Quene’s own 
** hand,” and by Murray himfelf to have been 
** written be the faid Quenis awin hand;”. while 
the other is afferted to have been “ /igned with 
“* the Quene’s hand, and alfo with Bothwell’s,” 
but “ written—with the Earl of Huntley’s own 
hand.” We have here therefore a peculiar 
evidence of forgery. This little contraét, from 
fome extraordinary but unknown circumftances 
in\its hiftory, is the only one of all thefe attributed 
writings, that was not publifhed in the Deteétion 
of Buchanan, being firlt printed by Mr. Goodall 
in.1754; what'is more furprifing, is the only one 
of all thefe attributed writings, that was left at 
London in the original by the rebels ;, and, what is 

more furprifing than either, is the only one of all 
| thefe attributed writings, that remains in tbe original 

at prefent. It remains in the Cotton library, Ca- 


. * See this at full length in Appendix, No, xiv. 
ligula, 
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igula, C. 1. fol. 202. From that original Mr. Good- 

all publifhed it: AND THAT IS APPARENTLY NOT 

WRITTEN BY THE QueEEN’s HAND. Thisis a full 

proof of the general forgery. Itis a proof addreffed 

to the very fenfes. The /ub/cription of it is in a. 
different hand from the contraé itlelf, It is alfo dif- 

ferent from Mary’s hand. The letters of it, in ge- 

neral, carry no great refemblance to the writing of 
Mary, The firft letter, in particular, is entirely dif- 

ferent. In all the genuine fubfcriptions of her 

name, the firft letter is conftantly of the fame length 

with the reft; while, in the baftard fub{cription be- 

fore us, it is¢wice aslongas they. And, what crowns 

the whole, the contraét itfelf, which is afferted 

by Murray and afferted by the commiffioners to 

have been written with the Queen’s own hand, 

is actually written in one totally different, is ac- 

tually written in the formal hand of a lawyer, and 

is actually written in a kind of chancery hand.* 

So palpably grofs is the forgery here ! 

Yet let me add another remark. When this 
contract was fhewn at York, it was certainly writ. 
ten in the fame hand in which it was /ub/cribed. 
This is plain from the account of it, given equally 


* Appendix, No. xiv, and Goodall, i. 126. So alfo fays 
Ruddiman in his notes upon Buchanan’s Hift. xix. 462. 
*¢ Quem autem hic contractum,” he tells us, a Regine 
“ manu feriptum affeverat Buchananus, alid manu ex diversd 
‘“Titerarum formd et modulo exaratum contendit David Cra- 
* fordius, gui eum cum aliis genuinis Regine fcriptis compofuit, 
** Vide ala publica ae_Jiteras ab ipfo collectas in Biblioth. 
** Jurid. Confer etiam appendicem ad Anglicam Deteétionis 
‘et Actionis in Mariam interpretationem, Pag. 1.” 
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by the commiffioners and by Murray. But when 
it was exhibited to Cecil, and lodged among his 
papers now in the Cotton library, it was very 
different. Cecil’s contraét is written in one hand, 
and fubfcribed in another. Cecil’s contract pre- 
tends not to be written in the Queen’s hand, 
though the contraét of the commiffioners and the 
contract of Murray does, That pretends only to 
he fubfcrited by Mary, when this pretends .to be 
written by her. They are therefore not the fame. 
The contrac fhewn at York, and reported by 
Murray, has been fuppreffed. Another has been 
’ formed upon another plan, and yet given to Cecil 
as the fame. This demonftrates the forgery 
again in the fulleft manner. And, to mark ftill 
more the confufednefs of guilt in Murray, he ex- 
hibited a contract all written in the Queen’s hand 
at York, he changed it afterwards into a contract 
only fubfcribed by her, he prefented the latter 
to Cecil, and ftill he fays he prefented the former 
to him. “ 

But was not the affumption of Lord Huntly’s 
name, asa witnefs to one of thefe counterfeits, 
and even as thei very writer of it, a moft extra- 
ordinary circumftance; if the whole was forged ? 
The whole was certainly forged. ‘The actual 
appearance of the real contraét, and the Jate pro- 
duétion of the mimick one; the appearance alfo 
of another contract, as all. written by Mary’s hand, 
and its re-appearance, as only fubfcribed by her; 
concur decifivély to prove itaforgery. The ufe of 
Huntly’snarne, therefore,was a moft extraordinary 
circumftance. He was then alive. He was then 

r warn 
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warm againft the rebels. He was full of loyalty 
and fpirit. And would not fuch a man as this, 
exult in expofing the impudence of falfehood 
in the rebels, and glory in blafting their reputa- 
tion by proclaiming their forgery? He certainly 
would. Yet he did not. In the beginning of 
the year 1569, appeared what is called « the 
« proteftatioun of the Erlis of Huntly and Argyll, 
“‘ touching the murthour of the King of Scottis.” 
In this, Argyle and Huntly are feen producing 
fome very violent prefumptions againft Murray 
and Lethington, of their guiltinefs in the mur- 
der; and making this very pointed conclufion 
from the whole, againft them: ‘* We judge in our 
«© confciences, and haldis for certane and treuth, 
« that the faidis Erle of Murray and Secretarie 
« Lethingtoun wer auctoris, inventaris, devyferis, 
“ counfallouris, and cauferis of the faid murthour, 
« in quhat manner or be quhatfumever perfounis 
« the famin was execute.”* And “ was not this 
‘¢ alfo the time,” fays Mr. Hume, ‘ for Hunt- 
« ly to deny his writing [and witnefling] Mary’s 
¢ contract with Bothwell, if that paper had been 
«a forgery?” It certainly was the propereft 
ofall times. Only we fhould be certain alfo, that 
he actually pRew vp the proteftation, and that, 
when he did it, he aétually Knew of the writing and 
teftimony, thus attributed to him by the rebels. 
Thefe two circumftances muft be afcertained, 
before we can expect him to deny. Mr. Hume 


* Goodall, ii. 320, ; Hit. v. 151, 
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indeed has taken it for granted, that Huntly 
knew—becaufe he himfelf knows. » On the fame 
principle, many a fpectator in the playhoufe is 
aftonifhed, that the perfons moving before him 
do not act very differently from what they do, by 
availing themfelyes of all that infight into cha- 
raters and incidents, which he himfelf enjoys. 
And in faé the Earl of Huntly, when he drew 
up the proteftation, was as little apprized of the 
contract affirmed by the rebels to be written and 
witneffed by him, as he was of the power of gra- 
vitation, or the motion of the fixed ftars. He did 
not draw up the proteftation at all. It was com- 
pofed by Lord Boyd and the Bifhop of Rofs, of 
whom Lord Boyd had juft come to Mary; was im- 
mediately fent by her to the Earls Huntly and 
Argyle, for their feals and fubfcriptions; and was 
intercepted on the way, remitted to Cecil, and fo 
lodged among Cecil’s papers in the ftate in which 
it now appears, un-fealed, un-fubfcribed, and un- 
dated in month, day, or place.* 

« Ze fall reffave,” fays Mary in a covering dif 
patch to Huntly of the sth of January 1569, “one 
<< Jetter be this beirar, to be fubfcryvit be zou, and 
“ our coufignetheErle of Argyle.” It *¢ is maid be 
« my Lord Boyd’s adwyfe,” fhe adds, « conform 
« to the declaratioun ze maid to our traift [trufty] 
«© counfallour the Bifhop of Rofs, he knawing zour 
«¢ deliberatiounand will thajrin-till.” It.was there- 
fore drawn up by Lord Boyd from the minutes of 


a 
* Goodall, ii. 321. It is but fair to acknowledge, that 
Dr. Robertfon in Diff. 7—9 firft taught me to fee this fact, 


in oppofition to the friends of Mary. a 
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a converfation, which the earls had reported 
formally to the bifhop; and in confequence of 
an agreement then made betwixt him and them, 
that they would authenticate the particulars, and 
affert their inference from them, whenever it was 
thought expedient for the honour of Mary. © But, 
as fhe fubjoins, ‘* we refer to zour difcretiounis 
“¢ to eik and pair the faid letter, as ze fall think 
“« beft, and extend it in fic form, as ze fall think 
“* maift neceffare, praying zou to fend us the 
“¢ famin agane, fubfcrivit and feillit, the foonelt ze 
“¢ may; to the effect it may be producit, togid- 
‘der with the reft of the accufatiounis, quhilk 
** we intend to give in aganis [againft] our tra- 
“ touris.”* Mary fent it for their feals and fub- 
{criptions, authorized them to lengthen or fhorten 
it previoufly. as they thought requifite, and de- 
fired to have it returned with all expedition ; 
that fhe might produce it with fome other proofs 
to the commiffioners at Weftminfter, in order to 


* Goodall, ii. 315 and 316. The proteftation and the 
covering letter are both in the fame hand-writing ; which is 
different from Mary’s (Diff. 9), and is, no doubt, that of 
the Lord Boyd. Only, the letter is fubfcribed by Mary 
(Diff. 9). And Dr. Robertfon affigns this reafon for.the 
letter being only fubfcribed, and not written alfo, by Mary; 
that “ fhe feldom chofe to write in the Englifh language”’ 
(Diff. 9). The fac is as untrue, as the reafon is ridiculous. 
She appears frequently writing letters in Englifh, _ She ac- 
tually appears writing in Exgli/h, to her embafladour in 
France itfelf (Keith, pref. vii—viii). And the true reafon 
for her only figning the covering difpatch, was obvioufly 
this; that it and the proteftation had ‘been written ready 
for her by Lord Boyd, and that fhe had nothing more to 
do, than to fign the one and to fend off both. fob 
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‘ fubftantiate the charge which fhe had brought 
againft Murray and his affociates, of being, as 
they plainly were, the very authors of the mur- 
der, that they had the audacity to charge upon > 
her. Murray accordingly expected the protefta- 
tion to be fhewn in London againft him, after 
he was gone for Scotland. He was within five 
days of his departure, when the paper came into 
Cecil’s hands. He fat down on the 1gth of 
January 1569, to reply to it before it was pub- 
lithed. ‘* Becaufe,” he fays, “the cuftume of 
«* my adverfaris is, and has bene, rather to ca- 
*‘]umpniate and backbite me in my abfence, 
«than béfoir my face; and that it may happen 
“‘thame, quhen I am departit furth of this 
“‘ realme, fclanderouflie and untrewlie to report 
“ untreuthis of me, and namelie towards fum 
** fpechis haldin in my hearing at Craigmillar, 
“in the moneth of November, 1566,’’ about 
three months before the murder; for this reafon 
he replies to the proteftation. He replies to it, 
‘as if already fanétioned, by the earls. And 
Cecil, with whom the reply was left, indorfes 
itin form, as “ an anfwer of the Erle of Mur- 
“ ray toa wryting of the Erle of Huntly and 
s@ Argyle.” 
~ But in this anfwer does he with Mr. Hume afk 
Lord Huntly, why he did not.deny his writing 
and witneffing the contract? Let.us fee. The 
accufation from the earls naturally comes firft. 
Yet he plainly replies to this, with all the move 
ments of a detected villain, 


With all the fore’d pace of a fhuffling nag. 


He is bold in denying—what is not afferted, con- 
cerning 
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cerning fubfcriptions and bands. But to the 
converfation afferted he anfwers, in the moft 
evafive manner. ‘In Cais ony'man will fay and 
«affirm, that ever I was prefent quhen ony pur- 
*¢ pofis wer haldin at Craigmillar in my audi- 
“ ence,” not, as he would have anfwered if he 
had been innocent, /uch or of fuch a nature as are ° 
fated in the proteftation, but “tending to ony 
« unlauchful or difhonorabill end ;” then he 
denies it. He goes off from the reality of the 
fact afferted againft him, and is ready to difcufs 
with the earls the quality and tendency of it. He 
does not dare to deny the converfation ftated, 
either in the matter or in the manner.- He in- 
deed acknowledges it in effe€t. And it certain- 
ly carries, as Mary thought it would carry, a 
very damnatory afpect againft him, But it car- 
ries a ten times more damnatory one, from the 
authority which he has ftamped upon it, by the 
evafivenefs and the frivoloufnefs of his reply. 
And thus that infamous addition of injury to 
the imprifonment of Mary, which fhews Eliza- 
beth, not merely to have confined her perfon, but 
to have alfo intercepted ber letters; and that in- 
famous addition of evidence for the confpiracy 
between Elizabeth and Murray, which proves 
Elizabeth, not only to have precluded all poffi- 
bility of Mary’s defending herfelf againft Murray’s 
accufations of murder, but to have equally pre- 
cluded her from jixing the murder upon Murray, 
by intercepting ber: formal difpatches for that 
purpofe; all has, now turned out eventually, to 
the ampler vindication of Mary’s innocence, and 
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to the fuller atteftation of Murray’ 3 at Eliza + 
beth’s guilt, , 
Murray; however, gives us another reply to the 
charges in the proteftation, This. muff be fatis~ 
factory. He bad confeffed the whole truth, he 
fays, to Elizabeth ; a proper confeffor for fuch a 
» confeffionary! ‘I have alreddie declarit to the 
“ Quene’s Majeftie,” he tells us, ‘ the effect 
«¢ of the haill purpofis fpokin in my audience at 
“the famin tyme, fincerely and trewlie, as I 
« will anfwer to Almychtie God, unconceiling 
“© ony part to my remembrance, as hir Hienes, 
* | traift, will report.” * The publick is put 
- off with an elufory anfwer; that however, to the 
confufion of Murray, tells all which he wants to 
hide. But Elizabeth is indulged with a full ac- 
count. The publick was not likely to forive him 
*fo gently, as fhe would. She was felected for 
this good work, on the fame principle that the 
Jefuits were lately feleéted by all the popith fo- 
_ vereigns in Europe, from the happy laxity of 
her fentiments and morals. He could be explicit 
in his auricular difclofures to her. And fhe-was 
very ready, no doubt, to adminifter ghoftly 
comfort to him, and to give him a plenary abfo- 
. lution. Father Gerard and Kitty Cadiere at 
Thoulon in 1731, eafily fettled the ritual of their 
confeffions and abfolutions together. 
This is the whole of his anfwer. He therefore 
doesnot take up Mr.. Hume’s objeétion, and 
exprefs his wonder at Huntly’s filence concerning 
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the contract. He knew indeed, though Mr. 
* Hume did not, that Huntly had no other concern 
in the proteftation,. than, in concert with the 
Earl of Argyle, to furnith thofe particulars: of a 
very remarkable converfation, which conftitute 
the body of it. Thefe muft have been furnifhed 
to the bifhop of Rofs, when he was laft in Scot- 
land, when he was appointed a commiffioner 
there by the Lords of Mary’s party on Sept. 12 
1568,* and, confequently, when the contracts 
had not hitherto made their appearance at all. 
Yet ftill Mr. Hume’s queftion recurs, and is 
only to be applied to a different perfon. And 
“was not this the time,” let me afk in his name, 
«¢ for Mary’s commiffioners, the bifhop and Lord 
«« Boyd to make Huntly deny his writing [and 
 witneffing] her contract with Bothwell, if that 
“ paper had been a forgery ?”” It certainly was. 
But ftill why does not Murray afk the queftion 
himfelf, in his reply before? «For this plain 
reafon, becaufe he was aware that Mary and her 
commiffioners knew as little of the contraél, the 
witneffing, or the writing, as Huntly. himfelf. 
Neither fhe nor they, at the time, knew of any thing 
except the letters. This is very remarkable. It 
ought to be particularly noticed, as a circum- 
ftance fingularly ftriking, even amidft all the 
fingularities of this ftrangely conduéted accufa- 
tion. The commiffioners of Mary, who from 
their refidence in London, as well as their em- 
ployment there, were the regular channels of in- 
telligence to her; but' who could not convey - 
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what they had never received ; were not only 
precluded from all infpeétion of the original 
writings adduced againft her, were not only de- 
barred from all copies of them, but did not even 
hear, either by public report or by fecret com- 
munication, of thefe writings beg any thing 
more than the letters. ‘* My maiftres,” fays the 
very bifhop himfelf, in his often-cited memorial ° 
of the 17th of December 1568, “ does affirm 
** conftantlie, fcho never did write ony fic LeT- 
“ rerrs as are alledgit, but the faymin are forgit 
“and maid expreflie be hir adverfaries.” Thefe 
he afterwards calls, “ the alledgit writingis in 
«¢form of MISSIVE LETTERIS OR EPISTLES.” * 
But the fame bifhop, who was the head and 
hand of the whole commiffion, did afterwards 
with a fidelity, a firmnefs, and a zeal, that muft 
do him great honour in the eyes of an honeft 
and a difcerning publick, ¢ print a vindication 
of his injured miftrefs in London, at the begin- 
ning of the year 1570; and, on its being 
fuppreffed by the tyrannous policy of Elizabeth, 
did afterwards reprint it at Liege in Brabant, 
with additions and corrections, in 1571. { In 
this he fpeaks, juft as he {poke in his memorial 
before. ‘ They pretend,” he fays, * certaine Ler- 
 rers, that they furmife and would have to have 
*¢ bene written by her Grace, whereby they feeke 
*€ to inferre againft her many a prefumption.’’§ 


* Goodall, ii. 388 and 389. 
‘+ Yet Dr. Robertfon pronounces him ‘aman heated with 
faétion.” Diff 6. 
¢ Appendix, No. xii. 
§ Defence of Queen Marie’s Honour, Anderfon, i. 4. 
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« They fay,” he adds, «© that they have a fuffici- 
< ent provuf to juftifie the chiefeft part of their ac- 
“ cufation.—This, this is their joly witneffe.— 
«And foothly this witneffe yet,—what elfe is it ‘ 
‘¢ but a blind and deaf, and a domme teftimonie 
‘of certaine obfcure beTtERs ?—It is, forfooth, 
“ a box of verrers taken from one Dougleifh,— 
« which LeTrers he received at Edenborough 
“¢ of one Sir James Balfoure.”* “ Neverthelefie,” 
he fubjoins, “ when you have taken your beft: 
“ advantage you can of them, fuch kinde of 
‘‘ LETTERS MISSIVE AND EPISTLES—~are not 
able in any-wife to make a lawful prefumption, 
“much leffe any good and fubftantial proufe, 
“not only againft your Soveraigne and Prince, 
“but not fo muche as againft the pooreft wo- 
“ man, or fimpleft wretched creature, in all Scot~ 
“Jand,”+ And thinke you nowe, you moft un- 
“grate and unthankeful fubjeétes, that ye maye 
“ Jawefullye take armes againft your miftreffe 
“and your moft benigne Queene, that ye miaye 
“ cafte her into vile prifon, and fpoyle her of her 
“ croune, and (whiche is more) of her good 
“ and honourable name, fame, and eftimation; 
“« and then bleare mennes eies, and face the world 
“ out, with the thew of thefe reTTERs, as it 
“ were with a carde of ten? But yet, fay you, 
“they are her perrers. She denieth them, 
‘© and we denie them too.” { “ Think ye, that 
‘ wife and expert men are ignorant, how peri- 
« Jous and dangerous; a matter it is, to fuffer any 
‘© good proufe upon illation of teTrzRs ;—but 
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‘* who conferred thefe LeTrers, I pray you, with 
*€ your Queene’s own hande-writing {—As though 
« thefe counterfeit LETTERS, were not the under- 
“propped poftes and upholders of your whole 
“treachery and ufurped kingdome; as though 
_ “that many in Scotlande could not expreffe, and 
« refemble, and counterfeit, in their writings, the 
“* Queene’s very chara¢ter; andas though there 
“were not among yourfelves fome finguler ar- 
‘* tificer in this handy-craft, and that hath fent 
“‘ yerrers alfo in her very name, as wel into 
*.Englande, as to other places byfides, without 
“either her commaundement or knowledge.” * 
Even fo late as the fecond publication of this 
{pirited addrefs, when the conference at Weft- 
minfter had been over for years, does the bifhop 
appear totally ignorant of any other hapd-writing 
being produced befides Mary’s, totally ignorant 
of any other papers except the letters... The 
fonnets, the contraéts, were equally and wholly 
unknown to him. They were equally unknown 
alfo to thofe two very valuable and intelligent 
writers, the cotemporary author of Crawford’s 
memoirs, and the cotemporary compofer of 
Elizabeth’s annals. + And we may therefore reft 
in the fulleft affurance of conviction, that they 
were alfo unknown to Mary, Lerd Boyd, and the 
bifhop, on the 5th of January 1569, when fhe fent 
the proteftation to Huntly, which Boyd had written 
from the bifhop’s minutes. 
* P. 19 and 20, 
¢ Crawford, 114,mehtions only * love-letters and verfes,”’ 


as prefented, and Camden, 17 Tranf. 144 Orig. {peaks 
only . letters and verfes,” * epiftolas ct carmina.” 
The 


MARY QUEEN OF SCOTS. 405, 

The contradts and the fonnets then, the’ very 
exiftence. of which remained unknown for ever to 
Mary and to Mary’s commiffioners, were forged 
by the rebels in the'month of September 1568, 
more than niné whole months after the forgery 
of the letters. They were to fupport the adul- — 
terous evidence of the letters in England. The 
others had been fufficient in Scotland, with the 
fulminated anathema of the murder of Mary an- 
nexed to them. This anathema could operate 
only in Scotland. Even there, as the Queen 
was out of the hands of the rebels, it would be 
merely a Brutum Fulmen at prefent. Murray ° 
muft therefore contrive fome engine of power, 
to fupply its place. In the clear element of 
England, no terrour of turbulence could operate. 
His terrowr there muft be art. And his forged 
papers muft be his formidable weapons. He 
accordingly increafed their number. He drew 
forth fome new arms, from his inexhauftible 
magazines of artillery: Thefe had never been 
feen before. Their operation would:accordingly 
be ‘more powerful. They would aé& upon the 
fears of Mary, juft as the cannons of Europe 
did upon the Indians, at the firit invafion of 
America. 

The rebels thus entered upon a new fyftem of 
variations. They have been hitherto employed, 
in retrenching ‘the fuperfluities of their original 
evidence, in paring off the dangerous excref- 
cencies, and in reducing the whole into a foberer 
compafs. But we now fee them bufy, in enlarg- 
ing their original evidences, in multiplying the 
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parts that compofe it, and in faperadding new writ- 
ings tothe old. Nor Jet this be thought by the 
‘hafty brifknefs of inexperience, an’ ‘inconfiftency 
in my account of their conduct. It is none. 
My account is plainly founded upon faéts. The in- 

“ confiftency, therefore, would not be in me, but in 
them. Yet there isnonein either. Their condué, 
however varying, wasuniformly thefame. It flowed 
from the fame fource. It was the fame current, 
tending to the fame point, and only feeking it by 
another direction, It was the fame principle of 
confcious and cautious villainy, which I have 
noticed fo often before. This was perpetually 
fenfible of its danger, and apprehenfive of a de- 
tection. This was for that reafon perpetually 
warding off the one, and guarding againft the 
‘other. And it neceffarily varied its wards, with 
its fenfe of the danger; and fhifted its guard, 
with its apprehenfions of detection. In their 
eagernefs to criminate Mary at firlt, the rebels 
had paffed all the lines and limits of difcretion. 
Theirs was very ftrikingly the 


Vaulting ambition, that o’er-leaps itfelf, 
And falls on t’other fide. 


They foon faw this. They corrected themfelves. 
They new-formed the letters. ~Thefe had {till 
fome relicks of their original excefs about them. 
‘They pruned them away with a careful ‘hand. 
Yet the neceflity of contraction had now begun 
to be counterpoifed in their thoughts, with ano- 
ther neceffity for enlarging. At this inftant 
both were in the fcales, Sometimes the one pre- 
ponderated, and fometimes the other. ~~ 
too 


took away the fubfcriptions and dire¢tions, in 
December 1567. .They added the contraéts and 
fonnets, in September following. And they tore 
off the dates, in the November afterwards. So 
equally mingled in their fools at this period, were 
the feats of deficiency and the apprehenfions of 
exuberance! So very bufy do they now appear, 
in fometimes turning to thofe, and in fometimes 
liftening to thefe! They are reducing the ex- 
uberance. They are fupplying the deficiency. 
They are forming fonnets and contracts, They 
a€tually prefent them to the commiffioners, Yet 
they think it prudent afterwards, to conceal all 
knowledge even of their exittence, from Mary’s 
commiffioners. And they are once more betray- 
ing the villainy, which they are fo anxious to con- 
ceal; by the different attitudes, in which the 
ever-reftlefs genius of guilt is thus exhibiting 
them, to the eyes of the world. : 


§ Iv. 


But this principle carried a ftill greater confe- 
quence with it. Not merely fonnets and contratts 
were fubjoined to the original letters. ‘The very 
LETTERS themfelves were VARIED IN THEIR ° 
NUMBER. ‘They were in fome meafure /efters 
from the moon.. They partook of the qualities of 
their native planet, They prefented different 
phaofes at different times. And they fucceffively 
increafed and diminifbed in their fize. 

When they were, firft produced before the par- © 
liament and council in Scotland, they were 
“ pivers hir previe lettres.” * They were 
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therefore -FouR or Five at: leaft.. When dina 
were produced at York, they were actually rive. 
‘© It appeared—unto us,” fay’ the .commiffioners 
there, .** by two letters of her awne hand, that,”’ 
&c.* ~.They afterwards form an. abftract. of, 
and make extracts from, Ture others. »** Im- 
“primis,” they fay, ‘ after lang difcourfe of hir 
*© conference with the king hir hufband in Glaf- 
** cow, {che wreits to the faid Erle,” Bothwell, 
in thir {thefe] termes.” They then fay thus: 
« Ttem, in ANE UTHER LETTRE fent be Betoun,” 
&c. And they add, ‘* Item, in anz UTHER LET- 
“ pre,” &c.+,. Heretherefore are five letters ex- 
hibited at. York. . But the number. produced 
afterwards, and printed fince, was and is EIGHT, 
“ We producit,” fays Murray himfelf, ‘ Eight 
§© Jetteris-—writtin be the Quenis awin hand, and 
* fent to—James fumtime Erle of Bothville.’’f 
‘Where then are the other rHReEE at prefent? 
Are they not yet di/covered? But the letters, in 
general, have now been difcovered fifteen months. 
The very fonnets and contracts, that were delew 
the letters, and there lay hid for fo many months, 
have been recently difcovered.. And do the 
three. remaining letters lye ftill lower in the 
box, under the contracts and fonnets; and fo 
efcape the notice of the rebels ? 
If there they are, they {till efcape it. The 
conference at Weitmintfter takes place immedi- 
ately. Murray appears with his contraéts, fon- 
nets, and letters. But are his letters only five 
fill? They are ftill five only. This is clear 
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from a ftriét confideration, of what the com- 
miffioners and privy counfellors fay concerning 


them. » The rebels “ produced,” fay the former, - 


‘¢ sEVEN feveral wrytings written in French,—which 
‘©SEVEN wrytings, being copied, were read in 
“¢ French,—the tenors of all which steven wrytings 
“ hereafter follow in order, the jir/t deing iniman- 
“ ner of a fonnet.” * But of what, “befides the 
fonnet, did thefe feven writings in French confift? 
They confifted, fays the privy council, of ‘fun- 
“dry LerrRes, written in French,—and ther- 
‘« with alfo one long /onnet, and a promife of mar- 
“* riage in the name of the—Quene with the 
“« faid: Erle Bothwell.” +  Thefe indeed were 
all that were written in French. There could 
therefore be nomore of them. And as the French 
promife of marriage, and the fonnets, here con- 
fidered as one fonnet, made two out of the feven 
writings; the letters muft have formed the other 
five. ; 

Five then was the whole number of the pre- 
fent letters, at York and at Weftminfter.. Yet 
eight were publifhed afterwards. And eight 
were produced by Murray. But they were not 
produced at the time. This is plain, from the 
united teftimonies of the privy counfellors and 
the commiflioners. They were therefore pro-~ 
duced afterwards. They were produced. within 
nine months afterwards. They even appear 
from Murray himfelf, to have been produced 
before the, departure of him and his affociates 
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for Scotland, On the 15th of O&ober 1569, 
Murray delivered fome inftructions to an embaf- 
- fadour whom he fent to Elizabeth, and gave 
him a-general, but large, account of his own 
proceedings with her commiffioners before. » He 
therefore informed him, concerning the papers 
under Mary’s hand, that he then ** producit eight 
* letteris in French, written be the— Quenis awin 
« hand,—Item, a little contraét, or obligatioun, 
«« written be the faid Quenis awin hand.” He 
ftrangely forgets the fonnets. But he afterwards 
adds this obfervation: ‘the copies of @// quhilk 
“ Jetteris—wer deliverit to Mr. Secretary, in 
*‘ guhais handis thay remane.” And he then 
fubjoins this affertion : ‘efter quhilk probatioun 
“led, the faidis commiffioneris for the Quenis 
“ Majeftie of England allowed of our proceid- 
“ingis;—and hereupon we returnit into’ Scot- 
“jand.”* The three letters behind, were 
put into the hands of Cecil; before Murray left 
London, and before the 24th of January 1569. 
He was willing to complete his exhibited evi- 
dence; previous to his departure. For that rea- 
fon, he went to fearch the box once more. He 
darted his eagle’s eyes into the infide of it. He 
thraft his eagle’s talons to the bottom of it. 
The circumftance of its being the laft examina- 
tion, peculiarly fharpened both. And he faft- 
ened upon no lefg than rares French letters there, 
that’ had hitherto lain unnoticed. Thefe he 
dragged forth with great eagernefs.. Thefe he 


* Goodall, 11.—87, and 88, 
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carried to the honeft Ceéil. He left copies with 


him, But he brought back the originals. He 
re-placed them in their fnug repofitory’ again. 
The number of the letters ia French was at lat 
completed. And they were now produced, juft 
as they were publifhed, eight in all. 

By fuch flow degrees was the written teftimony 
againft Mary finally confummated. Nine months 
are required, to form the conftituent parts of a 
man. But twice nine were neceffary, to form 
the whole of thefe extraordinary evidences. 


Tante molis erat Romanam condere gentem. 


But, what is perhaps more wonderful itll, 
there were OTHER LETTERS, that juft popped out 
into the eye of the world, then retired haftily 
into their cell again, and are for ever invifible now. 
Their modeft merit fhrunk back from the light. 
They were not calculated to ftand the broad eye 
of day. They retired with the fpirits of darknefs, 
before the beams of the fua! They took refuge 
in the fhades, from which they had been pain- 
fully compelled. There they continued ever 
afterwards. And the only proof of cheir exift- 
ence is, that they are recorded to have once ap- 
peared, 

One of them is recorded by the. commiffioners 
at York. Itis thus mentioned. ‘ After the de- 
« vife of the murder,” they fay, “ was deter- 
© mined” upon the king, “as it Seemed by the fe- 
« quel; they,” the rebels, “inferred upon ALETTER 
“(OF HER OWN HAND, that there was another 


« 


«“meane. 


i 


t 
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ie meane of a more cleatily conveyance, devifed to 


« kill the King; for there was a quarrel made be-. 
“¢ ¢wixt him and the Lord Robert of Holie-roode- 
«© houfe, by carrying of falfe tales betwixte thame, 
“< the Quene being the inftrument, as they fayde, 
“€ to bring itto pafs ; which purpofe, if it had taken 
“seffeét, as it was very likelie (for the one geving 
‘© the lye to the other, they were at daggers-draw- 
*“inge), it had eafed them of the profecution of 
the develith fa& ; which, this taking none ef- 
« fe&, was afterwards moft tirannoufly execut- 
“ed.”* This letter never made a diftinét ap- 
pearance again. ‘Yet it was plainly confidered as 
an important one by the rebels, by their dwel- 


ling fo much upon it themfelves, and by their 


making the commiffioners take fo much notice 
of it. This alfo appears from that rebel journal, 
which I have mentioned formerly. There it is dwelt 
upon again. “ Feb. 7,” it fays under, 1566-7, 
«© fhe [ Mary] ludged and Jay all nycht agane in 
« the fore-faid chalmer,” the chamber under the 


King’s, “and from thence wrayt that fame nycht 


‘* THE LETTER, ‘Concerning the purpofe of the 


_ © Abbot ‘of Ffalyrutd- houfe. 8, She confronted 


“the Kyhg,’ and'my Lord of Halyruid-houfe, 
‘conform ‘to HIR LETTER wryttin the zyebr be- 
« foir.”+ This letter is alfo mentioned by Paris 
in his fecond ‘confeffion ;‘ when he fays, that the 


Queen “ efcrivoit de lettres a Mons. de Boduel, 


«et les envoye par le dié Paris au Sieur de 
wee Soave, environ L’onze on douze heures de nuit. oh 


So 
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So important was the,letter in the eyes of the. 

rebels, as to be infifted upon very particularly, 

It has a. much honour .paid to it in the journal, 

as the letters from Stirling. It has more honour 

paid it by the commiffioners, than they. And 

yet, after all, it has now difappeared for ever. 

This gives us one inftance more, and within a 

very fhort compafs too, of a ftriking variation in 

the rebel evidence againft Mary. But what was 

the reafon of their conduct in this inftance,?. 

They found fome abfurdity in it, no doubt, of | 

which it may be impoffible for us to judge, as ] 

we have not.a copy of the letter; and of which it 

might be equally impoffible perhaps, if.we had.. © 

Yet fortunately we can fee the reafon, though we 

have not the copy. That letter was fabricated» 

upon the or1GiINAL PLAN of the letters, It was 

fabricated, when the MURDER OF THE KING was 

yet to be the object of them. . This appears from 

the account given of itat York. ‘ They inferred 

“* upon a letter of her own hand, that there was 

“© another meane deviled to kill the King—, which 

“ purpofe, if it had taken effe&,—had ea/ed them 

«of the murder by powder. And the journal 

concurs with this. _‘“ Feb..5,”. fays, ‘ fhe,” 

Mary, ‘ ludged all nycht under the King, in the 

“ chalmer gubairin the poulder.was layd thairefter 5 
«Feb, g, She and Bothwell—paft up—to the 

«‘ King’s chalmer, and thair thay remaynit che- _ 

“ riffing him, quhill Bothwell,and his complices 

‘¢ hayd putt all thingis to. ordour, and Paris, hir 

‘© chalmer-child, ei refavit in bir chalmer the 

<¢ poulder, 
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cavers Both fhew the letter to have been 


framed, as one of a feries, for fixing the murder 
of the King dire€&tly upon Mary. And it was, 
therefore, what we may call onE OF THE ORIGINAL 
LEPTERS. 

That the rebels fhould have fo far departed 
from their own grand variation, by which they 
changed the fcope and defign of the letters from 
murder to adultery, as to produce a letter con- 
cerning the murder; is very amazing. But it 

- fhews us the tremulous and defultory nature of 
guilt, very ftrongly. ‘“ Animus impurus, Diis 
‘¢hominibufque infeftus, neque vigiltis neque 
*¢ quietibus fedari poterat; ita confcientia men- 
“ tem excitam vaftabat; igitur—citus modo, modo 
“¢ tardus inceffus; prorfus in facie vultuque ve- 
«* cordia inerat.” Such is the general character 
of condué, in the Catilines and the Murraies of all 
ages! We have feen the fame fort of behaviour 
inthem, before. We have particularly feen them, 

"reverting to the point of murder in their charges, 
when they had previoufly gone off to adultery in 
their evidences. And we have additionally 
feen them, deliver—in this journal with the letter; 
when the letters were now altered fubftantially, 

i and when the journal was conftructed for them as 

} they ftood before. +“ Prorfus in facie vultuque 

«* vecordia inerat.” 

* But this is not the only letter, that, like 2 me- 
teor, fhoots fuddenly acrofs the eye, and then is 
lot for ever. We have others. Some, like the 
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former, draw a train of light after them, by which. 
they thew themfelves very diftinétly, before they 
vanifh away. Another juft kindles, is feen, and 
dies.. This is equally, though not in an equal 
degree, noticed with the former in the journal. 
Tracing the Queen’s motions from Edinborough 
to Glafgow, and from Glafgow back to Edinbo- 
rough again, with a view to the formation of the 
letters; the journal fays thus: <“ Jan.29, She 
‘ remained all day in Linlythquow with the King, 
“and WRAYTT FROM THENCE TO BoTHWELL.” 
At this time and from this place, therefore, was 
one of the letters dated, which the rebels had 
previoufly defigned to produce. It was, equally 
with the former, one in the feries of murderous 
evidence. It was what we may call, ANOTHER OF 
THE ORIGINAL LETTERS. 

When Lethington fat down to compofe the 
letters for Mary, he naturally began to compofe 
upon his previous ideas concerning them. He 
meant to prove the murder only. He therefore 
took his ftation, near to the time of the murder, 
He wrote a letter for her from Holyréod-houfe, 
three days only before the murder. He wrote 
another from Linlithgow, thirteen days before it. 
And fo far he obvioufly purfued the line of his 
original plan. But he aétually purfued it ftill 
farther. He wrote fome letters from her, ante- 


cedent to both, from Glafgow. All thefe went 


on in a feries of murderous evidence, from the 
i 
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_ gaftef January, when fhe fet out to fetch the 
King from Glafgow, to the roth of February, 
when the King was murdered. He 'thus formed 
an edition of the letters, which I have not noticed 
before; the firft actual impreffion of them. And 
all were addrefied, probably, to fome confidante 
of her own fex. But, when he had thus drawn 
out his previous ideas upon paper, he faw the 
‘neceffity for altering his plan. He muft make 
the adultery the harbinger to che murder. He 
muft change the female confidante into the adul- 
terous Earl, He mutt have a new feries of let- 
ters to him, for the feizure in April following. 
He inftantly did all this; He added the* new 
letters. He interpolated, he reformed the old ; 
to make them ferve ftill. The time was preffing. 
And in his hurry he neglected to alter a circum- 
ftance, which I have noticed before in the firft 
letter, and which fhews to this day, that the letter 
was originally addreffed, xot to Bothwell, Sut to 
fome other perfon; becaufe it {peaks of Both- 
well as A THIRD PERSON. ‘ Remember zow,” 
it fays with infinite abfurdity to Bothwell at pre- 
fent, ‘‘ of the purpois of the Lady Reres, of the 
* Inglifmen, of his mother, of the Erle of Argyle, 
“or THE ERLE oF BoTHWELL.”* Bothwell is 
here fpoken of, as equally a third perfon with 
* Argyle ;” and as equally diftinct from the per- 
fon addrefled, with ‘ his.mother,” with. « the 
«« Inglifmen,” or with ‘* Lady Reres.” But no 
fet of ideas, at the time, could have generated this 


.  * See Vol, 2d, Lett. i. Seat. xxxvi. 
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grofs abfurdity. . It could have arifen only from’ i 
the collifign of one fet againft another, ‘a pofte- 
riour coming over a prior, and the matter of both 
not taking fufficient care to reconcile them to- ] 
gether. And thus we have a new feries of let- | 
ters, that interpofe between the letters delineated 
on the mind, and realized by the pen, of Lething- 
ton at firft, and the letters produced to the pub- 
lick afterwards ; an intermediate fet, that partook 
of the ideas of both; that infifted upon the adul~ 
tery, and that yet adhered to the murder. 
But there are_/evera/ of thefe meteorous letters, 
that appear, like the beams of the Aurora Borea- 
lis, all! converging to a point, in the conference 
at Weftminfter. On the 8th of December, the 
day of the grand exhibition, the journal of the 
commiffioners fpeaks thus, “ This daye,” it 
tells us, ‘ the Erle-of Murray, according to the 
“‘ appoyntment yefterday, came to the Quene’s 
“« Majeftie’s commiffiongss, faying, that, as they 
‘© had yefernight produced and fhewed sunpry 
“ wRyTINGs, tending to prove the hatred which 
* the Quene of Scots bare towards her hufband 
“ to the tyme of his murder; wherin alfo they 
“ faid might appear fpeciall arguments of her in- 
“ ordinate love towards the Erle Bothwell: fo, 
« for the further fatisfaction both of the Quene’s 
“« Majeftie and theyr lordfhips, they were ready 
“* to produce and fhew a great number of other 
“ zeTrers wrytten by the faid Quene, wherin, as 
“ they faid, might appear very evidently her in- 
“* ordinate love towards the faid Erle Bothwell, 
“« with fundry other arguments of her guiltynes 
VOL. I. Ec : § of. 
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“ of the murder of her -hufband. And fo. ther- 
“upon they produced feven feveral _wrytings 
‘¢ wrytten in French in THE LYKE Romain HAND, 
“asoTHEeRs her LETTERS which were sHgWED 
“¢ YESTERNIGHT, and AVOWED BY THEM TO BE 
“CWRYTTEN BY THE SAID QuENE.—The tenors 
«¢ of all which feven wrytings hereafter follow in 
«€ order.”* In this curious and ufeful paflage, 
we fee a fet of letters apparently different from 
the famous eight. They were produced on the 
7th of December, but thefe on the 8th. They 
were equally with the/e avowed by their producers, 
to be Mary’s writing. They were equally in a 
hand like hers. bey equally betrayed her vio- 
lent regard for Bothwell. But ¢hey managed the 
regard in a different manner, In ¢e/e the attach- 
ment to Bothwell is the primary object; while 
in them it was only a fecondary. The/e were to 
fhew “her inordinate love towards the—Erle 
“ Bothwell, with fundryother arguments of her 
“ guiltynefs of the sountte of her hufband ;” and 
they ‘* to prove the hatred which the Quene of 
«Scotts bare towards her hufband—, «herin 
* alfo they faid might appear f{peciall arguments 
«of her inordinate love.” In ¢hefe that love is 
only made one * with fundry other arguments,” 
of her concern in the murder. In ¢hem was fhewn 
«the hatred whiclt the Quene.of Scotts bare 
“ toward her hufband, To THE. TYME OF HIS 
“ mMuRDER.” They therefore carried on the mur- 
derous part of the correfpondence, to a later day 
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than the eight do; even’as late as the letters from 
Linlithgow and-from Kirk-a-field before. Yet 
they cannot be THE ORIGINAL LETTERS of Throg- 
morton. ‘Throgmorton’s originals were merely 
ideal at firft, and, when real, could have nothing 
of adulterous regard for Bothwell inthem. But 
they are-all that secONDARY: SET OF ORIGINALS, 


which I have juft noticed to have been made, after 


Throgmorton’s and before the prefent; the inter- 
mediate work in the procefs of tranfmutation. 
They are not Throgmorton’s. That is plain. 
They are not the prefent. That is ftill plainer. 
And yet they approach much nearer in nature 
and quality to them, than to his. 

Here then is an amazing difcovery from all, 
Here is a fet of new jewels found in this cafket 
of Mary’s, nearly the fame in number and in ‘Va- 
lue, with all that we have feen before. So richly 
ftored was it with diamonds of different waters ! 
Of the beft were the famous eight. Of the next 
beft were thefe new-difcovered’gems. And of the 
worft were the fonnets and contraéts. But why 
were thefe letters, that are fo much fuperiour to 
the contraéts and fonnets, and fo nearly alike to 
the famous eight, not brought forward with a 
confidences more fuitable to their merit? Why 
do they walk as pages, when they might rank 
as lords? Why are they adduced to fubftantiate 
the handwriting of the eight, when they ought 
to have advanced with their own? And. why are 
they ordered to do ‘that, when they could not 
fubftantiate sbeir handwriting, any more than their * 
own? For this reafon, In the gradations of re- © 
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finement upon the original plan, the‘ letters had 
fuperfeded the letters of Throgmorton, and been 
fuperfeded by the eight. Yet they were fo fimi- 
lar to the eight, that they were preferved when 
they were fuperfeded. They were kept for the 
purpofe of co-operating with the eight, in pointing 


’ forcibly their charge of adultery and their furmife 


of murder againft Mary, and in proving oftenfibly 
their handwriting to be hers. They were pro- 
duced as equal witneffes with the eight, to her 
inordinate love for Bothwell, and to her hatred 
of her hufband. But then this was only an in- 
feriour view in them. The grand aim»was, to 
fupport what fo much wanted fupport, to.enfure 
the credibility of the eight. In the collufive 
management of the principal actors among the 
commifiioners, fome form of collation was to be 
gone through, and fome papers were to be fur- 
nifhed for the purpofe. The papers, however, 
muft neceffarily be apochryphal. No -other 
would do. The rebels were accordingly to fur- 
nifh them, And they furnifhed thefe. Yet, 
fince thefe had been fuperfeded by the eight, 
they were not proper to be left with them, as 
ftanding witneffes againft Mary. The whole 
weight of the evidences againft her, muft reft 
finally on the eight themfelves. Of shee, there- 
fore, copies were left with the commifioners.’ Of 
thofe, not a copy, not a {crip of a copy, remained 
behind, when the collation was over. They 
were not calculated for confideration, along with 
the others, They would have been found to clafh 

with 
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with them And they were therefore withdrawn 
wholly and for ever. 

All this ferves pointedly to thew, with what an 
uncertain ftep, and with what an embarraffed 
countenance, the rebels advanced to produce their 
forged evidences. It ferves peculiarly to point 
out to our obfervation, an Ep1T10N of the letters, 
of which we were totally ignorant before. We fee 
that edition, and the prefent, very ftrikingly dif- 
criminated from each other, by being brought 
fo clofely together. And we fee them addition- 
ally difcriminated, by the very sumer of their 
letters® This has eight, and that had TEN. The 
number appears from Murray’s and Morton’s 
enumeration of the contents of the capaeious box, 
in their refpective receipts concerning it. Mur- 
ray owns to have received, with the box, * all 
“¢ miffive letteris, contractis or obligatiounis for 
«* mariage, fonettis or luif-ballettis, and aut 
“ UTHERIS LETTERIS contenit theirin.”* This 
is dated the 16th of September 1568, juft before 
the conference at York. And from it there ap- 
pears to have been in the box, even shen, a feries 
of writings ‘fend and paft betwix the Quene— 
°¢ and—Erll Bothvile,” defides the fonnets, the 
contraéts, and the eight letters. This feries is 
faid by the commiffioners at Weftmintter, to have 
confifted of « fundry writings,” that were equally 
with the eight in form of “ letters,” and that, 
like them, were calculated to prove Mary’s hatred 
of her hufband, and Mary’s love for Bothwell, 
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“But they are noticed niore minutely in Morton’s 


receipt, the 22d of January 1571. Particulariz- 
ing, as Murray’s does, “ the miffive letteris, con- 
« tractis or obligatiounis for marriage, fonettis 
** or luif-ballettis ;” it wraps up the general ac- 
count in thefe words, “ and,” mot, as Murray 
fays, all, but, “ UTHERIS LETTERIS THAIRIN CON- 
“¢ TENIT, TO THE NUMBER OF xxi.”* It thus gives 
us the éxaét detail of the « other letters.” And 
the well-known epiftles being eight, the contracts 
two, and the fonnets one, the remaining TEN muft 
be the amount of the others. Of thefe, as I have 
already obferved, the letter from Kirk-a-fiéld was 
one. This was produced at the conference in 
York. And, immediately before that conference, 
we fee a number of letters in the box, very dif- 


ferent from the eight, and yet as ready to be pro- 


duced as they. The letter from Linlithgow was 
alfo another, as I have equally obferved before. 
It carries an immediate relation to that from 
Kirk-a-field. It is the point in the fcale of evi- 
dence, immediately antecedent to it, and con~ 
necting it and the Glafgow epiftles together. And 
hence, as I have alfo obferved, the letters pro- 
duced at Weftminfter the night before the grand 
exhibition, are faid ‘* to prove the hatred which 
« the Queen of Scotts bare toward her hufband, _ 
“To THE TIME OF THE MURDER ;” one of them 

bringing it down within THIRTEEN days of the 
murder, and the other within THREE. The reft 
mutt have béen from Glafgow and from Stirling ; ; 


* 
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_ that feries of letters, as the rebel journal witnefits, 


Vi Sead 
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having fome from both, like the eight. But . 


then this fhews us a great variation in the rebel 
conduét, with refpect to the journal itfelf, Con- 
ftructed originally for the prior feries of letters, 


it was never altered afterwards for the pofteriour , 


one. And it now, very contradictorily, embraces 
both together, 

But let me urge this point concerning the jour- 
nal ftill further.——-When the ten letters were 
framed at firft, they were very fimilar to the 
eight, in the circumftances related by them. This 
may be fhewn fatisfactorily, by a comparifon be- 
tween the journal and one of the eight, in a fingle 
point. In the former are thefe words: * Jan. 
&¢ 97, the Quene (conforme to bir commiffion, as SHE 
« wryttTis) broucht the King from Glafgow to 
ce che Katenpar towards Edynbrough; Jan. 28, 
«¢ the Quene broucht the King to Linty THQUOW 
¢ 3 29, fhe remayned all day in LintytH- 
«¢ guow with the King, and wraytt from thence to 
‘© Bothwell; 30, the Quene broucht the King to 
« EpynsrovuaH, and patt him in HIs LUDGING 
© QUHAIR HEENDIT.”* But the paflage referred 
to in the letters, is now found in the fecond of the 
eight, and runs thus: “ According to my commi/- 
«« foun, I bring the man with me to CRAIGMILLAR 
«on Monownpay, gubair he witt BE ALL WED- 





« ytspay; and I will gang to Epinsurcs, to — 


*¢ draw blude of me.” This is very plainly the 
paflage alluded to, by the journal. ‘Yet there is 
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_ aftrange oppofition between them... The journal 
| carries the Queen on Monday Jan. 27th, to Ka-. 


Jendar-Houfe near Falkirk, a feat of Lord Li- 
vingfione’s; on Tuefday Jan. 28, conducts her 
to Linlithgow; and, on Thurfday the goth, brings 
her to Edinborough and Kirk-a-field. But the 
fecond of the eight, which has the connecting 
words in it at prefent, aéts fo differently from 
this; as to carry the Queen from Glafgow to the 
neighbourhood of Edinborough on Monday, at 
once ; to lodge her at Craigmillar, two miles from 
it, inftead of Kirk-a-field at it; and to keep her 
there till Thurfday ; when it agrees with the jour- 
nal to conduét her to Edinborough, feemingly 
leaving the king at Craigmillar ftill, but really 
taking him with her, no doubt, agreeably to the 
journal. This, ‘as to the main fubftance of it, is 
obvioufly in adireét and violent contradiction tothe 
journal. Nor can the contradiction be palliated at 
all. The fame words occur in the fame letter, as 
defcribed by the commiffionersat York, from their 
own infpection of it. ‘ In ane uther lettre fent 
*« be Betoun,” they fay, are thefe words: «* Ac- 
“«¢ cording to my commiffion, I bring the man 
, “© with me to CraicMILLaR. upon Munday, 
“¢ guhair he will be all Wednifday, and I will 
«« gang to Edinburt to draw bluid of me.”’* 
Indeed the contradiétion in. the letter,to the jour- 
nal, refults from an effential difference, between 
them, and a difference that is in the very plan 
and purpofe of both, In the fecond letter, the 
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Queen delineates her intended route for Craig- 
millar on the Monday following, intimates her in- 
tended ftay at Craigmillar on Tuefday and Wed- 
nefday, and notes her intended departure from 
Craigmillar to Edinborough on Thurfday. And 
in the very jfirft letter fhe is reprefented, as tel- 
ling the king her defign of carrying him to Craig- 
millar; and he is reprefented, as agreeing to it. 
« T anfwerit,” fhe fays, “ that I wald tak him 
“with me to CRAIGMILLAR, quhair the medi- 
« ciner and I micht help him, and not be far 


« from my fone. He anfwerit, that he was reddy 


‘© when I pleifit.” She alfo fays in another part 
of the fame letter, that the king ‘ fuld tak me- 
« dicine and the bath at CrarGMILLar.”* Here 
then is an amazing circumftance. Here are two 
forts of letters, relating the fame defign of the 
Queen’s about leaving Glafgow, relating it.pre- 
cifely with the fame reference to her commiffion, 
and yet giving it a direction totally different. 
The truth is, that the route and the time of the 
journal were calculated for the ten letters only, 
This is clear from the mention of one Jetter in 
the journal, that fhe fent to Bothwell on Wed- 
nefday from Linlithgow; when by the prefent 
letters fhe was actually at Craigmillar, and had 
been there ever fince Monday night. The route 
and the time of the ten, were fubftantially altered 
from what they appear in the journal, to what 
they are in the eight; when the former, were fu- 


perfeded by the latter. Yet, as we haye equally ; 


bh! L. i, S. xii. and XXviii. : 
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feen in other points before, the journal was for- 
gotten to be altered, though the letters were. 
And, what is ftill more, - the two fets of letters, 
that were fucceffively produced on the 7th and 
8th days of December 1568, appear, in /ome of 
their letters, to have been doth direéted to Both- 
well aT THE SAME TIME and FROM THE SAME 
piace, and fo to have clearly convicted each 


‘other of forgery; appear alfo to have related THE 


VERY.SAME CIRCUMSTANCES if THE VERY SAME 
worps, and fo to have convicted each other of 
forgery again; appear alfo to have marked THE 
SAME TIME for the Queen’s leaving Glafgow, but 


“to have carried her from it BY a DIFFERENT way, 


to have brought her ro A DIFFERENT PLACE, and 
to have kept her ar DIFFERENT PLACES ON THE 
VERY SAME Days, and fo to have convicted each 
other of forgery a third time. 

I dwell the more circumftantially upon thefe 
points, becaufe a new variation arifes at almoft 
every advance, and each unites with each to form 
fo many proofs of the general forgery. Where- 
ever we turn our fteps, we find ourfelves difap- 
pointed in our expectations. The ground is no 
where folid. It finks under us, and betrays us. 
The {cene before us, alfo, is perpetually fhifting 
as we approach, and mocking us. We are walk- 
ing in fairy land. We are looking at fairy vi- 
fions. . And we are convinced on every trial; that 
all is ack and delufion around us. But I 
with 8 apes one part of this magical exhi- 
bition, befo#e* it is entirely withdrawn from the 


eye, with a little more particularity. : 
The 


